
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
www.environcorp.com 4350 North Fairfax Drive, Suite 300, Arlington, VA 22203   Tel: 703.516.2300   Fax: 703.516.2345 

February 15, 2008 

 

David Cramer 

Mirant Mid-Atlantic, LLC 

8301 Professional Place; Suite 230 

Landover MD 20785 

 

RE: Review of the Earth Tech, Inc. Summary Report and Technical Report – Evaluation of 

Health Effects from Increased PM2.5 To Residents Near the Potomac River Generating 

Station (PRGS) dated January 2008 and Comments on the Special Environmental 

Analysis For Actions Taken under U.S. Department of Energy Emergency Orders 

Regarding Operation of the Potomac River Generating Station in Alexandria, Virginia 

Prepared by the US DOE 

 

Dear Mr. Cramer: 

We have reviewed the Summary Report and Technical Report concerning the proposed 

Stationary Source Permit to Operate (two-stack version) for the Mirant Potomac River 

Generating Station (PRGS) that were issued by Earth Tech, Inc. in January 2008.  The Earth 

Tech reports provide an incomplete description of the work conducted, making a rigorous 

critique of its work difficult, but the information that is available is sufficient to: (1) show that 

the Earth Tech approach is deficient and inappropriate to an analysis of the proposed permit and 

(2) identify errors in the Earth Tech methodology that render the Earth Tech conclusions 

unreliable.  This letter describes the findings of our review of the Earth Tech reports and also 

includes a discussion of the Special Environmental Analysis (SEA) previously conducted by the 

USDOE for the PRGS.
1
 

Earth Tech Ignores the Fact that PM2.5 Levels in the Area are Adequately Protective of Public 

Health 

The Earth Tech report attempts to calculate the incremental change in adverse human 

health effects and mortality in the surrounding population that are purportedly related to 

emissions from the PRGS.  In order to conduct this evaluation, Earth Tech pairs the predictions 

of air emissions modeling with an EPA application known as the Environmental Benefits 

Mapping and Analysis Program (BenMAP).  BenMAP was designed by the EPA to estimate the 

                                                
1
 Though the SEA is not applicable to a review of the proposed two-stack permit, Earth Tech references the 

document in its report.  We have therefore included selected comments on the SEA in this letter. 
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health benefits associated with improvements in air quality and has typically been used by the 

agency to assess the benefits of proposed regulatory action (such as the Clean Air Interstate Rule, 

CAIR). 

Earth Tech’s application of BenMAP to the PRGS is novel and ignores the wider 

regulatory framework that has been put in place to protect public health and air quality in 

Alexandria.  In particular, the approach appears to have been conducted without consideration 

for the published National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) for PM2.5 or the State 

Implementation Plan (SIP) process, which is ultimately designed to ensure attainment of the 

NAAQS, and is a cornerstone of the Clean Air Act. 

Fine particulate matter (PM2.5), the pollutant that is the primary focus of the Earth Tech 

report, is a regulated Criteria Air Pollutant, and EPA has recently revised the NAAQS for PM2.5. 

NAAQS are established by EPA, based on a review of the best available science, to be protective 

of human health, including sensitive populations.  Though Alexandria is part of the larger 

Washington metropolitan area PM2.5 nonattainment area, recent sampling at the EPA PM2.5 

monitor closest to the PRGS (at S 18
th

 and Hayes Street in Arlington) shows that PM2.5 

concentrations in the area are below the health protective NAAQS concentrations (for both the 

annual and 24-hour averaging periods) (USEPA 2008).  Recent PM2.5 monitoring by the PRGS 

during plant operation at the locations predicted to be maximally effected by the plant also shows 

compliance with the NAAQS (ENSR 2007).  Finally, the “Alexandria Summary” data cited by 

Earth Tech as being provided by VDEQ similarly confirms the area is in compliance with the 

NAAQS, and, therefore, local PM2.5 concentrations are presumptively protective of human 

health. 

While EPA acknowledges there are health risks with PM2.5 both above and below the 

NAAQS, and BenMAP can be used to estimate increased morbidity and mortality and associated 

costs with any increment in PM2.5 concentrations, EPA has defined the NAAQS as the 

appropriate threshold for protection of public health.  Accordingly, with actual PM2.5 

measurements (which, importantly include the contribution of the PRGS) showing levels below 

the NAAQS, there is no evidence of unacceptable health risks in Alexandria due to PM2.5.  

Therefore, there does not appear to be a regulatory basis for the consideration of Earth Tech’s 

adverse health effects evaluation during the review of the two-stack permit, particularly since 

impacts are reduced under the proposed permit.
2
 

                                                
2
 While regulation of PM2.5 emissions in the Alexandria area may be required to ensure attainment of the PM2.5 

NAAQS in other parts of the region that are not currently in attainment, such regulation will be appropriate only 

once the Virginia State Implementation Plan has been prepared. 
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Additionally, a comparison of PM2.5 monitoring data from Marina Towers with 

monitoring data from Federal Reference Monitors in the Virginia/Maryland/DC region (as 

shown in Figure 1) shows that PM2.5 concentrations consistently trend together throughout the 

region.  In other words, on days when higher PM2.5 concentrations were measured at Marina 

Towers, higher concentrations were generally seen across the region, at both urban and rural 

monitors, some many miles from the PRGS.  This suggests that regional PM2.5 levels are driven 

by upwind emissions sources, rather than emissions sources within the region, and that higher 

PM2.5 concentrations at Marina Towers on certain days are almost certainly due to the regional 

influence, rather than emissions from the PRGS, which does not appear to have a significant 

effect on local PM2.5 concentrations. 

The Proposed Two-Stack Configuration Provides a Measurable Health Benefit Contrary to 

Earth Tech’s Assertion 

The Earth Tech approach calculates health risks purportedly associated with emissions 

under the two-stack permit but does not include a proper baseline or comparison point for the 

calculated risks.  The Earth Tech approach calculates the health risks purportedly associated with 

the incremental PM2.5 concentrations that their modeling predicts for the two-stack permit.  In 

their approach, these incremental PM2.5 concentrations are added to the currently monitored 

PM2.5 background in Alexandria.  There is a significant flaw with this approach that completely 

invalidates their findings of an increased health risk. 

The PRGS is a currently operating facility, whose emissions are already included in the 

ambient PM2.5 concentrations measured in the area.  The Earth Tech approach neglects this and 

instead treats emissions under the two-stack permit as if the facility was not currently in 

operation.  This places the proposed permit in the incorrect context and suggests that PM2.5 

emissions from the facility and ambient PM2.5 levels in Alexandria would actually worsen under 

the proposed permit, leading to an increase in predicted adverse health effects.   

A proper application of BenMAP would show health benefits from the proposed two-

stack permit.  BenMAP has a baseline condition and a control condition.  In a proper application 

of BenMAP, the baseline grid would reflect current operating conditions at PRGS, and the 

control grid would correspond to operation under the proposed two-stack permit.  The control 

condition would be determined from measurements of PM2.5 in the area, subtracting the 

influence of existing PRGS emissions, and adding the projected impacts under the two-stack 

configuration.  Due to the lower emissions and better dispersion conditions under the two-stack 

configuration, the facility’s contribution to ambient PM2.5 concentrations would be lower under 

the proposed permit.  The delta (difference between baseline and control) in ambient 
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concentration from a correct analysis would show a health benefit rather than the adverse health 

effects (and increased costs) Earth Tech erroneously estimates. 

Earth Tech Has Failed to Conduct a Complete Cost Benefit Analysis for PRGS 

The Earth Tech approach incorporates only air emissions modeling using AERMOD and 

a projection of the health risks arising from the modeled incremental change in PM2.5 using 

BenMAP.  EPA generally uses BenMAP during the analysis of a proposed regulation in a 

somewhat similar manner (though the analysis is regional or national in scope, rather than 

focusing on a single facility) – to assess the health and monetary benefits associated with an 

improvement in modeled air quality under the proposed regulation.  However, this is only one 

part of the cost/benefit analysis conducted by EPA.  For example, the Regulatory Impact 

Analysis for the Final Clean Air Interstate Rule (USEPA 2005) included not only the use of 

BenMAP but the use of the Integrated Planning Model (IPM) and other systems to assess the 

costs and risks associated with the proposed action (in the case of CAIR, these included costs to 

the regulated facilities; increased coal consumption and mining, with the increased risk of 

accidents; and the potential for increased retail electricity costs, with the associated risks to the 

poor), to confirm that modeled benefits justify the cost. 

All human activities involve some risk, and all industrial activities have a measurable 

adverse effect on the environment.  Because many industrial activities, including electrical power 

generation, are also associated with measurable human benefit, it is important to balance 

projected risks with the benefits of industrial activities.  While there is a risk associated with 

operation of any power plant, including the PRGS, the Earth Tech approach is incomplete 

because it does not properly balance that risk with the risks of alternative permitting or power 

production schemes, or the benefits of the proposed permit with the benefits of alternative 

schemes. 

The facility provides a needed power contribution to the electrical grid, and, in its 

absence, additional power generation would be required at another location (through increased 

power production at an existing facility).  Calculated health risks of some magnitude would then 

be shifted to the site of the increased generation, not removed altogether.  In the absence of more 

complete context, the Earth Tech approach suggests that a risk deferral through rejection of the 

proposed permit that would not actually be attainable. 

Errors in Earth Tech’s Approach Invalidates their Conclusions 

Though it is difficult to fully critique the Earth Tech reports based on the limited 

information provided (no modeling files were provided), it is clear that the approach suffers from 

several technical flaws, in addition to the more conceptual issues described above.  We have 
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divided our discussion of these errors into three categories, air modeling, assessment of health 

effects, and assessment of affected population. 

Air Modeling Errors 

Earth Tech predicts PM2.5 concentrations using “AERMOD for receptors within 

an 800 meter grid around PRGS and for the most highly impacted receptors at the 

Marina Towers condominium complex.”  Underlying assumptions in their model are 

listed in Table 1 of their report, and there are several problems with these assumptions.  

First, Earth Tech assumes a primary PM2.5 emission rate of 0.030 lbs/MMBTU, but 

recent stack testing suggests that actual emission rates are on the order of 0.014 

lbs/MMBTU instead or approximately half that used by Earth Tech (TRC 2006).  Earth 

Tech then increases these primary emissions to 0.055 lbs/MMBTU to account for 

secondary PM2.5 formation as a result of atmospheric reaction of sulfur dioxide emitted 

by the PRGS.  This is inappropriate because these secondary reactions take place 

relatively slowly in the atmosphere, and secondary PM2.5 would not be expected to form 

until the emitted sulfur dioxide has moved several miles downwind from the facility.  For 

example, the Earth Tech report relies on a 7% conversion rate of sulfur dioxide to PM2.5 

(apparently from Azad and Kitada (1998), cited in the DOE SEA), but apparently 

misunderstands the authors’ findings.  In this article, the authors report that only 0.3% of 

emitted sulfur dioxide is converted to PM2.5 within the first hour after emission, which 

translates to 7% within 24 hours, not that 7% of sulfur dioxide is instantaneously 

converted to PM2.5 as Earth Tech assumes.  Clearly, sulfur dioxide emitted by the facility 

will be beyond the 800-meter modeling grid used by Earth Tech within an hour, so the 

addition of secondary PM2.5 to stack emissions is inappropriate and incorrect.  Thus, 

Earth Tech overstates impacts by more than 3-fold from use of estimated rather than 

measured PM2.5 emission rates. 

The Earth Tech model also assumes that the facility will be operated in the worst-

case scenario 1D, five boilers at mid-load, continuously.  For operational reasons, 

scenario 1D would be expected to occur for only a small portion of time, since it is 

generally more efficient to operate fewer boilers at higher loads rather than several 

boilers at mid loads.  Therefore, scenario 1D would generally occur only when 

production levels at the facility are increasing or decreasing.  Since emissions under 

scenario 1D would not be expected to occur consistently throughout the year, the Earth 

Tech model does not accurately reflect actual annual site emissions under the proposed 

two-stack permit and is overly conservative. 
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Earth Tech has also failed to evaluate the accuracy of its model for the area 

immediately surrounding the PRGS.  Comparison of AERMOD predictions to actual 

monitoring shows that AERMOD significantly overestimates air pollution levels 

resulting from plant operations.  Given this known discrepancy, Earth Tech was deficient 

in not considering the model’s predictive limitations. 

Errors in Assessments of Health Effects 

When calculating the health effects and increase in mortality associated with 

modeled PM2.5 increments, Earth Tech relies upon the use of maximum daily PM2.5 

concentrations to generate its upper bound risk estimates.  This is incorrect and 

substantially overstates risks.  In reviewing the Pope et al. (2002) epidemiology study, 

which Earth Tech relies on to provide the relationship between ambient PM concentration 

and premature mortality, the annual average PM2.5 concentration is the metric evaluated 

by Pope et al. (2002), and is, therefore, the appropriate parameter to use.  Inclusion of 

health risks associated with the maximum daily PM2.5 concentration is incorrect and 

misleading.  Since more than 90 percent of the detriment Earth Tech attributes to the 

PRGS operation is associated with their estimate of premature mortality, this error has a 

significant affect on the cost estimates.  Earth Tech also applies the wrong exposure 

metric (maximum daily v. annual average concentration) to the chronic bronchitis 

endpoint, which constitutes the next highest contributor to Earth Tech’s total cost 

estimate.  Disregarding all other errors, rectifying this error alone results in a decrease in 

the annual predicted cases of premature mortality from 4.47 to less than one. 

Errors in Population Distribution 

In order to calculate health risks and costs associated with the modeled PM2.5 

increment, Earth Tech must estimate populations within the 800-model grid, and within 

each of the grid cells.  BenMAP is used to estimate health effects based on Earth Tech’s 

estimate of PM2.5 concentrations in each grid cell and the number of individuals 

(population) in each cell.  According to the Earth Tech report, they relied on Abt 

Associates to conduct this population evaluation, and few details of the approach are 

provided.  The evaluation concluded that approximately 4,700 people live within the 

modeling domain, and that 495 residents live within Marina Towers. 

The Earth Tech report indicates that the population within the modeling domain 

was distributed across each model grid cell using population data from the 2000 US 

Census blocks.  Though the description of the procedure is scant, there are significant 

potential errors in this distribution of population, particularly since it was apparently 
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based only on Census block boundaries, and not the actual distribution of residents in the 

modeling grid.  The attached Figure 2a displays Figure 5 of Earth Tech’s Technical 

report, which shows the annual PM2.5 increments attributed to the proposed two-stack 

operation as estimated by Earth Tech.  As this figure shows, Earth Tech estimates that the 

PM2.5 increment ranges from 0.24 ug/m
3
 (yellow) to 3.35 ug/m

3
 (blue).

3
  In Figure 2b, the 

Earth Tech grid is superimposed on an aerial photograph of the local area around PRGS.  

Figure 3 shows the 2000 Census blocks in the area.  Each of the irregularly 

shaped polygons in Figure 3 is a Census block.  By reviewing Figure 3, it is obvious that 

certain Census blocks around the PRGS include not only populated areas, but also areas 

where there are no residents.  For example, the block containing Marina Towers stretches 

north through National Park Service land.  Additionally, a review of Figures 4 and 5, 

showing local zoning, demonstrates that residential land use within the Earth Tech 

modeling grid is actually relatively limited.  The Census block boundaries suggest that 

people live within areas of the modeling grid where there are no residents.  Since the 

Earth Tech approach apparently depended only on Census block boundaries, it would 

have inappropriately distributed population to modeling grid cells where there are no 

residential receptors.  For example, in the pink grid cells shown directly north of the 

facility in Figure 2a and 2b. 

This error is particularly significant when the annual PM2.5 concentrations 

predicted by the Earth Tech model are compared to areas that are actually residential, as 

shown in Figure 6.  There is little evidence of the blue and pink grid cells in the figure.
4
  

This figure demonstrates that the areas predicted to be most affected by the Earth Tech 

model (to experience the largest incremental increase in PM2.5) are actually non-

residential.  In fact, a review of Figure 7 shows that there are no buildings in many of the 

most affected areas.  Since the Earth Tech population distribution, as described, would 

have allocated population to these non-residential areas with a higher predicted PM2.5 

concentrations, the approach would have calculated undue health risks in these areas, 

resulting in a potentially significant elevation of predicted risk and cost across the 

modeling grid. 

                                                
3
 As will be evident from the following discussion, Earth Tech’s estimates of PM2.5 increments in the residential 

area are closer to the lower end of the spectrum. 
4
 The limited evidence of higher concentrations adjacent to the coal pile is likely an artifact created from 

assumptions relating to ground level fugitive emissions of PM10, which Earth Tech does not describe in its reports. 
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Additionally, it appears from the Earth Tech report, that the entire population of 

Marina Towers (more than 10% of the total grid population) may have been considered 

twice during the summation of risks and associated costs across the modeling grid: 

Residents of the Marina Towers were evaluated as part of the larger 800 

meter grid and independently because of the increased concentrations of 

PM2.5 that were evident within the modeled data for the upper floors of this 

complex. 

This quote also indicates that the entire population of Marina Towers was assumed to be 

located on the upper floors (or perhaps roof) of the complex.  Since the model predictions 

at ground-level and roof-level are significantly different, particularly for the 24-hour 

averaging period relied upon by Earth Tech to produce its upper bound risks and costs, 

this population placement would inappropriately inflate the risk estimates. 

DOE SEA is not Applicable to the Proposed Permit 

The DOE conducted the SEA to assess the environmental effects of the previous DOE 

Order.  The DOE Order lapsed in the summer of 2007 and no longer affects operations at the 

PRGS.  The SEA is not applicable to the proposed two-stack permit.  Regardless, Earth Tech 

discusses the SEA in Section 5 of their Technical Report and attempts to compare the health 

effects predicted by the SEA to their own predictions.  This comparison is incomplete, however, 

because it implies that the DOE SEA found an increase in health risks to be associated with 

operation of the PRGS under the DOE Order.  In fact, the SEA predicted that health risks under 

the Order would be lower than risks that existed before the plant shutdown in 2005.  Since the 

two-stack permit would include enhanced dispersion of pollutants within the immediate vicinity 

of the plant, and PM2.5 emission rates are lower than those assumed by the SEA (based on stack 

test data) (TRC 2006), extrapolation of the SEA findings would suggest that predicted health 

effects under the proposed permit would be still lower than those under the Order. 

Since the SEA is not directly applicable to the proposed two-stack permit, we have not 

conducted an in-depth review of the methodology used by the DOE.  However, the SEA appears 

to model PM2.5 emission rates that are higher than actual emission rates (as determined by stack 

test), and may make inappropriate use of Azad and Kitada (1998), though it is unclear whether 

secondary particulate formation was considered in their near-field analysis or only their eastern 

seaboard analysis.  The DOE also used default model assumptions for building downwash when 

modeling emissions from the PRGS, rather than using equivalent building dimensions (EBDs).  

Given the known discrepancy between modeling and monitoring results near the facility, the 

selection of default downwash assumptions added inappropriate conservatism to the DOE model.  
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Additionally, DOE inappropriately ignored the facility’s current contribution to PM2.5 levels in 

the area, resulting in an inaccurate control case for their assessment of health effects.  The SEA 

also provides little detail on the extrapolation of health risks from modeled results. 

Conclusion 

In conclusion, our review of Earth Tech’s report indicates that their approach is 

inappropriate, incomplete, and incorrect.  Measurements of PM2.5 concentrations in the area 

confirm that levels are adequately protective of public health.  Please feel free to contact me if 

you have any questions or comments regarding this letter.   

 

Sincerely, 

 
Ranjit J. Machado, P.E. 

Principal
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Zoning Surrounding PRGS
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Non-Residential Areas Surrounding PRGS

Alexandria, Virginia
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ENSR
2 Technology Park Drive, Westford, Massachusetts 01886-3140
T 978.589.3000   F 978.589.3100  www.ensr.aecom.com

C:\Documents and Settings\10505\Local Settings\Temporary Internet 
Files\OLK38\Formal ENSR Comments 2-15-08.doc

February 15, 2008

David Cramer, 
Director - Environmental Policy & Regulation
Mirant - Mid-Atlantic
8301 Professional Place, Suite 230
Landover, MD 20785

Subject:  ENSR Comments on Earth Tech Report Entitled “Evaluation of Health Effects From 
Increased PM2.5 To Residents Near the Potomac River Generating Station (PRGS)”

Dear Mr. Cramer,

ENSR has the following comments on this report dated January, 2008:

1) The report calculates "additional premature mortalities" and "additional health effects" due to the two 
stack permit. The report does this through analysis of PRGS's incremental impacts above a baseline 
concentration of 34.1 ug/m3. The report assumes that the existing plant's impacts are contained within 
the baseline concentration. The report also assumes that PM2.5 emissions = 0.055 lb/MMBtu (0.03 
lb/MMBtu primary emissions + 0.025 lb/MMBtu secondary emissions contributed by 7% of the SO2 rate 
of 0.35 lb/MMBtu).

The report makes a fatal error by not considering the net impacts of the PRGS' PM2.5 emissions. Net 
impacts would be determined by modeling the existing facility (the 2002 - 2004 period or the June 1, 
2007 permit) and modeling the two stack permit and subtracting out the impacts from the 2002 - 2004 or 
the June 1, 2007 permit. As we have seen in the recent SO2 isopleth maps we produced, there is a 
dramatic improvement in impacts between the 2002-2004 period and the two stack permit and a small 
but definable improvement between the two stack permit and the June 1, 2007 permit. The PM emission 
limit used to be 0.12 lb/MMBtu (2002 – 2004 period).  More recently, a PM10 value of 0.055 lb/MMBtu
has been used. In the two stack permit, PM10 emissions are limited to 0.03 lb/MMBtu. Therefore, 
assuming similar reductions in PM2.5 from 2002-2004 to now, the impacts due to the two stack permit 
would definitely be lower than the 2002-2004 period and lower than the June 1, 2007 permit.

Overall, rather than an increase in premature mortalities and additional health effects, the two 
stack permit produces a decrease in these factors.

2) The assumption that 0.025 lb/MMBtu secondary PM2.5 emissions are formed immediately upon 
exiting the stack has no basis and goes against recommendations to model only primary PM2.5
emissions for near-field application for new major sources with less than 250 ton per year increase of 
PM2.5 precursors SO2 or NOx (e.g., State of New Jersey Memorandum from John Preczewski to BOP, 
BPP and BTS Supervisors; Subject: Revised Interim PM2.5 Permitting and Modeling Procedures, May 
11, 2007, pp. 2 - 5). For the two stack permit there is no proposed SO2 or NOx increase.
 

3) The assumption that PM2.5 emissions are 0.03 lb/MMBtu is incorrect. Stack testing performed during 
2005 - 2007 indicates that PM2.5 emissions are 0.016 lb/MMBtu. 

4) The report calculates additional mortalities and additional health effects for two scenarios: a worst-
case 24-hour and annual average scenario. The worst-case 24-hour scenario assumes that highest 24-
hour PM2.5 impacts predicted at each receptor (e.g., 42.83 ug/m3 on top of Marina Towers) remain at 
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that concentration for every day of the year. This is impossible.  Based on a review of Figures 4 and 5, 
the annual average concentration on top of Marina Towers is 1.18 - 1.48 ug/m3. This range of 
concentrations is only 2.8% - 3.5% of the maximum 24-hour concentration.

5) The report indicates that the modeled maximum 24-hour impact from the two stack permit is 42.8 
µg/m3.  One year of PM2.5 monitoring of existing operations at locations of highest predicted impact from
Alexandria's modeling (top of Marina Towers and along the SE fenceline) indicates that PRGS has a
maximum 24-hour impact of about 1 µg/m3 on top of Marina Towers and about 1 - 4 µg/m3 at the SE
fenceline. The maximum observed impacts from PRGS occur only a couple of times per year (during
strong winds) when PM2.5 background concentrations are on the order of 5 - 15 µg/m3.  Otherwise, little
or no impacts from PRGS have been observed. The two stack permit will result in slightly lower PM2.5
impacts on top of Marina Towers than existing operations because flue gases will be merged, producing 
higher plume rise. Therefore, maximum PM2.5 impacts will remain on the order of 1 µg/m3 at that 
location. Maximum impacts at ground level should remain at the 1-4 µg/m3 level as well. The modeled 
impact of 42.8 µg/m3 is an impossibility. Use of accurate emissions data in the model (i.e., a PM2.5
emission rate of 0.016 lb/MMBtu, instead of 0.055 lb/MMBtu) would lower the predicted impacts by 71% 
to 12.8 µg/m3 This value is still higher than expected but at least closer to observed PM2.5 impacts.

6) Total PM2.5 concentrations were predicted to be 76.9 µg/m3 for a 24-hour period. This concentration 
was arrived at by adding the 42.8 µg/m3 predicted concentration to a 98th percentile background 
concentration of 34.1 µg/m3. The maximum observed PM2.5 concentrations at the two locations where 
highest impacts were predicted by the model (top of marina Towers and at the SE fenceline) were 43.5 
µg/m3 at Marina Towers and 49.6 µg/m3 at the SE fenceline (TEOM). These concentrations (in fact all 
high background concentrations) were associated with several days of light southerly winds that 
advected dirtier air into the region from the south and southwest. On these "high background" days, 
PM2.5 concentrations are high at all monitors in the region. In fact, on high background days, the Marina 
Towers and SE fenceline monitors do not record the highest PM2.5 concentrations in the region. It is 
impossible that a total concentration of 76.9 ug/m3 could be recorded in the vicinity of PRGS.

Summary:

The Earth Tech report is fatally flawed because it does not consider the net change in impacts 
brought about by the two stack permit. By not considering the net change in impacts, the report 
is assuming that the present facility has no impacts above background. A modeled net change 
in PM2.5 emissions (using either permitted or actual emissions) would indicate a net decrease in 
PM2.5 impacts, thus improving the air quality. The report also contains other errors, including 
overestimation of PM2.5 emissions, including secondary PM2.5 emissions and assuming that a 
worst-case 24-hour period lasts for 365 days.

Sincerely yours,

David M. Shea, CCM
Senior Program Manager


















































































































